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GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING

APRIL 12, 1993

7:00 P.M., CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS




AGENDA FOR GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING

APRIL 12, 1993
PUBLIC COMMENT/DISCUSSION:

CALL_TO ORDER:

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

CORRESPONDENCE:
Port of Seattle SEATAC Survey Results.

OLD BUSINESS:
Approval of Employee Job Descriptions.

NEW BUSINESS:
1. Reversible Lane/HOV Lane - Highway 16 - Presentation by WSDOT,

2. Resolution - Seaview Place Final Plat - John Jaquith.

3. Resolution - Harbor Summit PUD Final - Gordon Rush.

4, Request for Time Extension - SPR_89-13 Gig Harbor Hotel - Dennis Davenport.
5. Appeal of Hearing Examiner Decision - VAR 93-01 Lovrovich.

6. Contract Award - Construction of Retaining Wall.

7. First Reading - Ordinance to Revise Construction Inspection Fees.

8. First Reading - Budget Amendment Ordinance.

9. Liquor License Application - Gig Harbor Texaco.

DEPARTMENT MANAGERS’ REPORTS:
1. Chief Richards,
2. Ben Yazici, Public Works Director.

MAYOR'S REPORT:
Historical Element - Design Considerations - Comp Plan Update.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS:

Historical Options ~ Wednesday 1:30, City Hall Conference Room, with Mike Cooley,
Airyang Pak, and Linda Clifford.
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APPROVAL OF BILLS:
Warrants #10337 through #10454, less #10335 & 10336, used as a test pattern, in the
amount of $579,619.78.

PAYROLL:
Warrants #8240 through #8348 in the amount of $153,422.02

EXECUTIVE SESSION: None scheduled.

ADJOURN:



REGULAR GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF MARCH 22, 1993

PRESENT: Councilmembers English, Platt, Stevens-Taylor, Frisbie, Markovich, and Mayor

Wilbert.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

1.

Jim Boge - 6606 Soundview Drive. Mr. Boge shared that he and Alma felt hurt and
mislead regarding which utilities he understood would be undergrounding their lines on
Soundview Drive,

Ben Yazici said that the city had provided a trench, and the individual utility companies
had laid their own conduit and eventually, when the lifespan of the existing lines
expired, the lines would be put into the conduit, in approximately 10 - 15 years.
Councilmen Frisbie and English added that they had attended the hearings and
understood the undergrounding of utilities would occur just as Ben explained.

CALL TO ORDER: 7:10 p.m.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

MOTION: To approve the minutes of the meeting of March 8, 1993.
English/Stevens-Taylor - unanimously approved, with Councilman
Markovich abstatning,.

CORRESPONDENCE:

1.

Mayor Norm Rice - "Opportunities for Change” Noel House. Mayor Wilbert gave a
brief presentation of this letter regarding a block grant, and asked if any

councilmembers would be interested in attending the celebration, and if not, she’d send
her regrets and congratulations.

Peninsula Light Co. - Temporary FCC Licensing, Mayor Wilbert briefly presented this
letter thanking the city for their support in their efforts with FCC licensing

requirements.

PAA - Annual Fund Drive, Mayor also presented the application from Peninsula
Athletic Association for fundraising.

Senator Bob Oke - Senate Bill 5230 Extending Growth Management Deadlines. Mayor
gave a brief explanation of this letter for their approval.

WSDOT - Narrows Bridge Environmental Impact Statement, Mayor Wilbert introduced
the letter from the WSDOT regarding the EIS for the Narrows Bridge.




County Executive Doug Sutherland - Human Service Roundtable. Mayor Wilbert
explained that Mr. Sutherland was beginning to formulate his management plan for the
County. She spoke of her interest in the process and added that Councilmember Jeanne
Stevens-Taylor offered to serve on this Roundtable to address human services.

OLD BUSINESS:

1.

Utility Extension Capacity Agreement - Talmo. Inc.

Councilmember Stevens-Taylor left council chambers at this point.

Mark Hoppen presented and explained the contract. He asked for a recommendation
for language in secticn six to read "annual budget depreciation”. Councilman English
voiced concerns rcgarding extending service to the borders next to an area without a
land use proposal. Mr. Hoppen clarified that these properties have been assessed as
part of ULID #2 and that they should be able to hook-up as long as their fand use was
consonant with our policy for hooking up.

MOTION: Move for approval of contract with change to language in section six to
read "annual budget depreciation".
Frisbie/Markovich - unanimously passed.

Councilmember Stevens-Taylor rejoined council at this time.

Approval of Employee Job Descriptions.

Mark Hoppen mentioned that a copy of the descriptions with Councilman Frisbie’s
recommendations was on the table before council, and asked for any further
recommendations, Councilman English said he had some suggestions, and Mr. Hoppen
asked him to submit these suggestions and added they would be incorporated, then
brought back in final form at the next council meeting.

No action required.

NEW BUSINESS:

1.

Presentation_by (g Harbor Fisherman’s Civic Club_Women’s Auxiliary and The
Fortnightly Federated Women’'s Club - Bleacher Donation.

Mr. Hoppen presented the donation from these women’s clubs to council and explained
the project for placement of bleachers at the baseball diamond at City Park. Mayor
Wilbert introduced the representatives from each club. Clara Forbush, from the GGWC,
and Pat Jerkovich, Pauline Lovrovich, and Marie Jurlin, representing GHFCCW. Mayor
Wilbert then extended a thank you from the city for the monetary gift of $1,112, the
amount needed to cover the cost of the bleachers.

Request for Time Ex‘ension - SPR 92-02 Rose Sehmel.
Ray Gilmore presented the request for a one year extension of this site plan review for
the property located on the corner of Skansie and Rosedale. The RB-2 designation




finally became effective April of 1991. He went on to explain if an extension were
granted, the setbacks would not be consistent with zoning requirements currently in
effect, and described the difference. He answered several questions from council in
regards to buffering. He explained if the time extension were denied, the applicant
would be required to resubmit for site plan review, placing the property under current
zoning regulations.

MOTION: To deny request for time extension,
N Markovich/Stevens-Taylor - unanimously passed.
3. Resolution for Increase in Dog License Fees.
Mr. Hoppen presented the resolution and explained the need for increasing annual
licensing fees to seven dollars to help cover city costs, and {0 encourage citizens to
have their pets altered, rasing fees for unaltered dogs to seventeen dollars. The license
fee is renewable each January.

MOTION: Move to accept Resolution 375 allowing an increase in pet license fees.
English/Platt

Councilmember Stevens-Taylor voiced her concerns that senior citizens would be
penalized and that pets are such an important part of their lives. She suggested that
fees remain at five dollars for senior citizens with altered dogs.

AMENDED MOTION:  Move to accept Resolution 375 with additional language
placing fees for altered dogs belonging to citizens 65 years
and older to remain at five dollars.

Stevens-Taylor/Frisbie - unanimously passed.

DEPARTMENT MANAGERS’ REPORTS: No reports given.

MAYQR’S REPORT: No report given.

ANNOQUNCEMENTS OF OTHER MEETINGS: Ne announcements were made.
APPROVAL OF BILLS:

MOTION: To approve warrants #10271 through #10328, less #10274 through
#10276, in the amount of $64,101.11.
Platt/English - unanimously approved.

EXECUTIVE SESSION:

MOTION: Move to go into Executive Session at 8:45 p.m. to discuss two claims,
for approximately ten minutes.
Stevens-Taylor/English - unanimously passed




MOTION: To retun to regular session.
Frisbie/English - unanimously passed.

MOTION: Move we approve city to pay the claim for Brett A. Purtzer, without an
admission of liability, for the sum of $300.

ADJOURN:

MOTION: To adjourn at 9:00 p.m.
N Stevens-Taylor/English - unanimously approved.

Cassette recorder utilized.
Tape 304 Side A: 404 - end.
Tape 304 Side B: 000 - 123,

Mayor City Administrator



Port of Seattle

RECEIVED
March 25, 1993 MAR 2 6 1993

CITY OF (3 HARBOR

Dear Regional Council Member:

The Port of Seattle earlier this year commissioned Northwest pollsier Tim Hibbitts to
do a survey of the attitudes of King County voters about the Port and to gauge their
feeling about our plans and activities. Questions ahout aviation and marine issues
were asked of 502 King County registered voters between January 19 and 25.

Of particular interest, those surveyed expressed strong support for addressing the
region's need for additional air capacity —— and for development of a third runway at
- Seattle-Tacoma International Airport. Among the key finding were:

* 67 percent supported building an additional runway at Sea-Tac.

* 96 percent agreed that having good quality airport facilities was vital to the
economic health of the Seattle area.

* 85 percent agreed that we need to develop additional airport capacity.

* 75 percent agreed that it makes sense to expand existing airports, rather
than build new ones.

* 70 percent disagreed that we have had enough growth in the
Seattle area and we should not build or expand our airport
facilities any more.

King County residents have a clear interest in having their elected officials respond
to our need for additional air capacity. While difficult decisions must be made, there
is strong support for having these issues resolved.

I hepe this information will be useful to you as you consider the gir capacity issue.
Should you like a copy of the survey, please don't hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely,

Pty e

Gary Grant, President
Port Commission

F . Box 1209

Seattle, WA 98171 US.A.
{206) 728-3000

TELEX 703433
FAX(206) 7283252



City of Gig Harbor. The “Maritime City.”
3105 JUDSON STREET + P.O. BOX 145
GIGC HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98333

(206) 851-8136
TO: MAYOR WILBERT AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS
FROM: MARK HOPPEN, CITY ADMINISTRATOR 9 an
SUBJECT: HOV/TRANSIT PLAN PRESENTATION

DATE: APRIL 2, 1993

Ms. Paula Hammond from the Department of Transportation and Ms. Rita Brogan of
Pacific Rim Resources will provide a brief review of the final assessment of the
Department of Transportation study of the traffic corridor from Purdy to I-5. Their review
will explain recommendations regarding HOV lanes, phasing of improvements, and
reversible lane planning for the bridge during peak hours. Their analysis of the potential
traffic back-ups awaiting future commuters, if no action is taken, is interesting.

Their presentation should last about 15 minutes.



-

City of Gig Harbor. The “Maritime City.
3105 JUDSON STREET « P.0. BOX 145
GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98335
(206) 851-8136

MEMORANDUM

Mayor Wilbert and City Council
FROM’%Q} Ray Gilmore
April 7, 1993

SUBJ.: Final Plat -- SUB 90-04 (Sea View Place, John Jaquith)
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Attached for your consideration is the final plat for SUB 90-04 (Seaview Place). The
preliminary plat was approved by the Council in December of 1990, Improvements as required
by the Subdivision Ordinance have been installed to City standards and the final plat is
consistent with the conditions of preliminary plat approval,




CITY OF GIG HARBOR
RESOLUTION No.

WHEREAS, John Jaquith has submitted a final plat for consideration of approval by the
City Council for SUB 90-04 (Sea View Place); and,

WHEREAS, the Gig Harbor City Council granted preliminary plat approval per Resolution
#299 to SUB 90-04 on December 10, 1990, subject to 12 conditions of appraval; and,

WHEREAS, a final plat Las been reviewed by the City staff for compliance with the
requirements of the City Subdivision Ordinance (Title 18 of the Gig Harbor Municipal
Code), the policies and standards of the Public Works Department respective to required
infrastructure improvements {road, sewer, water) and the conditions of preliminary plat
approval per Resolution #299; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor staiff find that the proposed final plat and
improvements as required are in compliance with the applicable City of Gig Harbor codes,
the conditions of preliminary plat approval per Resolution #299 and the City of Gig Harbor
Comprehensive Plan of 1986.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the
City of Gig Harbor, Washington, as follows:

That the final plat for SUB 90-04 be accepted and approved by the City of Gig Harbor GCity
Coungil,

PASSED this 12th day of April, 1993,

Gretchen A Wilbert, Mayor

ATTEST:

Mark E. Hoppen, City Administrator

Filed with City Clerk: 4/7/93
Passed by City Council: 4/12/93



CITY OF GIG HARBOR

RESOLUTION # 295

WHEREAS, Mr. Leslie Skelly has requested preliminary plat and site
plan approval for a 14 lot subdivision for single family
residences; and

WHEREAS, the Gig Harbor City Council has adopted Ordinance #489
which establishes guidelines for the reviewing of site plans and
other land use issues; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Director for the City of Gig Harbor has
recommended conditicnal approval of the project, SUB 90-04, in a
staff report dated July 26, 1930; and

WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor EHearing Examiner conducted a

public hearing on this proposal at a regular meeting of August 15,
199¢; and

WHEREAS, the Gig Harbor Hearing Examiner has made specific
findings and conclusions and has recommended conditional approval
of SUB 90-04 in his report dated November, 1990.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
Gig Harbor, Washington, as follows:

That the findings, conclusions and recommendation of the
hearing examiner in his report dated November, 19380 is

adopted and the reguest for preliminary plat approval is
granted, subject to the following conditions:

1. In accordance with the requirements of the
City of Gig Harbor fire codes, the following
must be provided:

A. Fire equipment access must be provided by
a twenty four foot wide all weather. road,
with a 45 foot minimum radius for
cul-de-sacs.

B, Fire hydrants and eight-inch water mains
shall be provided within 300 feet of all
portions of each lot, along Soundview Drive
at 600 foot centers and at the entrance to
the subdivision.




Resolution #299

Page 2

C. Fire hydrants and water mains must conform
o Gig Harbor Public Works Department and
Fire Marshal reguirements and fire fiow must
conform to 1974 ISO Guide.

D. The private road designation must have a
“Lane" designation as opposed to “"Court";
Seaview Place must be revised to Seaview
Court.

The applican’ shall either widen Soundview Drive
adjacent to the project in accordance with the
ongoing improvement of Soundview Drive or shall
pay 1ts fair share to the city as follows:

A. The Soundview Drive Project proposes to remove
and replace existing pavement, to widen the
roadway to three lanes, t¢ construct curbs,
gutters and sidewalks on both sides of the street
with an enclosed storm drainage system. The exact
details of the improvements have yet to be
determined by the City Council.

B. The applicant's fair share is calculated as
$29,437 based upon the following factors:

1. The Seaview Estates project has 272 feet
of frontage along Soundview Drive;

2. The total improvement cost of Soundview
Drive i3 $1,360,000; and

3. The total length ¢f the Soundview Drive
project is 1.19 miles.

The property owner shall participate, on a fair
share basis, in any future L.I.D. on Soundview
Drive, should it occur.

A storm water management plan shall be submitted
to the Department of Public Works for review. Any
improvements reguired to mitigate storm water
runoff shall be installed as per the requirements
of the City of Gig Harbor prior to final plat
approval.,

A clearing and grading permit shall be reguired
prior to any site clearing or construction. The
application for a clearing and grading permit



Resclution #299
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10.

11.

shall include provisions for temporary erosion
control and dust abatement.

Sidewalks, curbs and gutters shall be constructed
along all lot frontage within the subdivision and
along that portion fronting Soundview Drive prior
to final plat approval.

All lots must have a minimum lot size of 12,000
square feet, excluding rights-of-way (public or
private).

The required minimum yards shall be designated on
the final plat.

Pursuant to R.C.W. 58.17.140, a final plat for the
subdivision shall be filed within three (3) years
of the preliminary approval date.

All minimum improvements as required in accordance
with the City of Gig Harbor Subdivision Code
{(Title 16) shall be installed prior to final plat
approval.

An assignment of funds equal to 110% of a
contractors bid for all improvements reguired
under the preliminary plat approval shall be
posted prior to issuance of any construction
permits for the project. Upon satisfactory
completion of all improvements as required, the

City of Gig Harbor will release the assignment of
funds.

In required yard areas abutting the north, south
and west perimeters of the subdivision site, and
the east perimeter and Soundview Drive
right-of-way, all significant trees with a
diameter of eight (8) inches or larger (as
measured at a height five feet above the existing
natural grade) shall be retained. Wherever such
trees would be adversely impacted by grading,
£illing or other construction necessary to the
completion of the subdivision, they shall be
protected by appropriate measures. A survey of
such trees on the entire site shall be completed
and those to be retained shall be flagged in the
filed for review and approval by the City prior to
the issuance of a clearing and grading permit.



Resolution #299
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The developer shall preserve a majority of the
smaller trees and native shrubs in these perimeter
vard areas. Nothing in this condition shall be
construed as requiring the planting of trees where
none presently exist; however, this is encouraged.
The developer shall also make an effort to
preserve significant trees in other yard areas not
abutting the north, south, east and west
perimeters of the site.

PASSED this 10th day of December, 1990.

[ et

¢
Gretchen Wilbert, Mayor

ATTEST:

/) Z
f r\‘/(-v...z ;",(; ,k':.i;‘*“h-ﬁ

Mike Wilscon
City Administrator/Clerk

Filed with city clerk: 12/07/90
Passed by city council: 12/10/90



City of Gig Harbor. The “Maritime City.”
3105 JUDSON STREET +« P.0O. BOX 145
GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98335

(206) 851.8136
MEMORANDUM
TO; Mayor Wilbert and City Council
FROM; Ray Gilmore
DATE: April 7, 1993
SUBJ.: Final Plat -- PUD 91-01 (Harbor Summit, Gordon Rush)

Attached for your consideration is the final plat and landscape plan for PUD 91-01 (Harbor
Summit). The preliminary plat was approved by the Counecil in February of 1982
Improvements as required by the Zoning Ordinance (Planned Unit Development, Section 17.90)
and the Subdivision Ordinance have been installed as approved and the final plat is consistent
with the conditions of preliminary plat approval, A landscape plan which meets {(and exceeds)
the minimum requirements of the landscaping seciion (Section 17.78) of the zoning code is
submitted to the Council for approval.




CI'TY OF GIG HARBOR
RESOLUTION No. ___

WHEREAS, (Gordon Rush has submitted a final plat for consideration of approval by the
City Council for PUD 91-01 (Harbor Surnmit); and,

WHEREAS, the Gig Harbor City Council granted preliminary plat approval per Resolution
#346 to PUD 91-01 on February 10, 1992, subject to ten conditions of approval; and,

WHEREAS, a final plat has been reviewed by the City staff for compliance with the
requirements of the City Subdivision Ordinance (Title 16 of the Gig Harbor Mumicipal
Code) and Zoning Ordinance (Planned {Init Development, Title 17.90) and the conditions of

prefiminary plat approval per Resclution #346; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor staff find that the proposed final plat and
improvements as required are in compliance with the applicable City of Gig Harbor codes,
the conditions of preliminary plat approval per Resolution #346 and the City of Gig Harbor
Cemprehensive Plan of 1986.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the
City of Gig Harbor, Washington, as follows:

That the final plat for PUD 91-01 be accepted and approved by the City of Gig Harbor City
Council.

PASSED this 12th day of April, 1993.

Gretchen A Wilbert, Mayor

ATTEST:

Mark E. Hoppen, City Administrator

Filed with City Clerk: 4/7/93
Passed by City Council: 4/12/93



CITY OF GIG HARBOR
RESOLUTION No. 346

WHEREAS, Gordon Rush (Rush Construction) has requested
preliminary approval of a forty-three (43) lot single family
residential subdivison as a planned unit development
conslisting of twenty-one (21}, zero lot-line detached
dwellings and twenty-two (22), attached townhouse-style
single family dwellings on 5.39 acres situated south of Hunt
Street and West of SR-16; and,

WHEREAS, the Gilig Harbor City Council has adeopted Ordinance
#489 which establishes guidelines for the reviewing of
planned unit development subdivisilons; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Department for the City of Gig Harbor
has recommended conditional approval of the project, in a
staff report dated November 13, 1991; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor Hearing Examiner (Pro-tem)
conducted a pubiic hearing on the application on November
20, 1991 to accept public comment on; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor Hearing Examiner (Pro-tem)
has made specific findings and conclusions and has
recommended denial of the application in his report dated
December 9, 1991; and,

WHEREAS, the applicant, through his agent Geoff Moore of
PAC-Tech Engineering and Development Services, filed a
timely request for reconsideration of the Examiner's
decision in a request dated December 19, 1991; and,

WHEREAS, the Hearing Examiner (Pro-tem), in consideration of
the request filed by Mr. Mcore, including exhibits, has made
specific findings and conclusions in his report dated
January 6, 1992, and which affirms the Examiner's original
decision of denial of the application; and,



Resclution No. 346
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WHEREAS, the Gig Harbor City Council has reviewed the record
of the Hearing Examiner (Pro-tem) and has concluded that the
analysis and recommendation of the Planning Department is
valid and appropriate for this specific application.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the
City of Gilg Harbor, Washington, as follows:

That the findings, conclusions and recommendations of
the Hearing Examiner in his reports dated December 9,
1991 and January 6, 1992 are hereby REVERSED and the
findings, conclusions and recommendations of the
planning staff report of November 13, 19351, is adopted
and the application for a Planned Unit Development
Subdivisior and preliminary piat is granted, subject to
the following conditions:

1. The requirements of the Gig Harbor Fire Code must
be provided as follows:

A. Fire equipment access must be provided by
a twenty eight foot wide paved road. Parking
shall not be permitted on one side of the
street and this area shall be clearly
delineated as "No Parking, Fire Lane" in
accordance with the standards established by
the Flre District.

B. Pire hydrants and eight-inch water mains
shall be provided within 150 feet of all
portions of each building.

. Fire hydrants and water mains must conform
to Gig Harbor Public Works Department and
Fire Marshal requirements and fire flow must
conform to 1974 ISO Guide.

D. The private road designation must have a
"Lane" designation as opposed to "Circle".



Resolution No. 346
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A storm water management plan shall be submitted
to the Department of Public Works for review. Any
improvements required to mitigate storm water
runoff shall be installed as per the requirements
of the City of Gig Harbor prior to final plat
approval.

Water and sewer lines must be separated by ten
(10} feet of horizontal separation. Final
detailed plans for stormwater retention, sewer and
water, as prepared by a licensed engineer
{Washington State) shall be required for review
and approval prior to final plat approval. all
required improvements shall be installed in
accordance with the approved plans.

A clearing and grading plan shall be submitted to
the city prior to any site clearing or
construction. The plan shall include provisions
for temporary erosion control and dust abatement.
Trees which are to be retained as vegetative
buffers shall be identified on the plan and
clearly marked on the site. No grading shall be
allowed within ten feet of the designated buffer
areas.

Maintenance of all privately owned common
facilities within the subdivison shall be the
responsibility of the developer of the subdivision
or a home owners association. If common
facilities are to be maintained by a home owners
association, the association shall be established
and incorporated prior to final plat approval. a
copy of the association's bylaws shall be
submitted with the final plat and shall include,
at a minimum, the following authorities and
responsibilities:

A. The enforcement of covenants imposed by the
landowner or developer.

B. The levying and collection of assessments
against all lots te accomplish the




Resolution No. 345
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10.

assoclation's responsibilities.

C. The collection of delinquent assessments
through the courts.

D. The letting of contracts to build, maintain
and manage common facilities.

Based upon the traffic study prepared by
Christopher Brown and Associates {(October 18,
1991) for this project, the project proponent
shall coonrdinate with the Washington Department of
Transportation in participating con a fair share
basis for necessary improvements to enhance the
"F" level of service condition on the SR-16
eastbound/Pioneer Way intersection. Prior to
final plat approval, the applicant shall provide
written verification from the Department of
Transportation that this condition has been
satisfied.

Pursuant to R.C.W. 58.17.140, a final plat for the
subdivision shall be filed within three (3) years
of the preliminary approval date.

All minimum improvements as required in accordance
with the City of Gig Harbor Subdivision Code
(Title 16) shall be installed prior to final plat
approvat.

A final landscaping plan for the common areas
within the plat shall be submitted to the Planning
Department prior to finalization of the plat. The
plan shall include provisions for a mechanical
irrigation system. Landscaping shall be installed
within one year of final plat approwval.

In lieu of construction of required improvements
prior to final plat approval, a bend equal to an
amount of 120% of a contractors bid for all
improvements required under the preliminary plat
approval shall be posted with the city. If
accepted by the City, the bond shall have a term
not to exceed eighteen (18) months from the filing



Resolution No. 346
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of the plat with the Pierce County auditor.
Required improvements shall be installed within
twelve months of the date of the filing of the
plat. Failure to construct or install the
required improvements within the time specified to
City standards shall result in the city's
foreclosure of the bond. Upon foreclosure, the
City shall construct, or may contract to construct
and complete, the installation of the required
improvements.

PASSED this 10th day of February, 1992.

(Atd o ()it

q;éf_ﬁen A. Wilbert, Mayor

ATTEST:

WAL .

Mark E. Hoppe
City Administidtpbr/Clerk

Filed with City Clerk: 1/23/92
Passed by City Council: 2/10/92




City of Gig Harbor. The “Maritime City.”
3105 JUDSON STREET » P.0. BOX 145
GIGC HARBOR., WASHINGTON 98335

(206) 851-8136
MEMORANDUM
TO: City Council
FROM: Planning Staff
DATE: April 12, 1993
: SPR 89-13 -- Hotel site plan extension request
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Mr., Dennis Davenport is requesting an extension of the hotel
site plan approved for the corner of Erickson Street and Kimball
Drive. The site plan was originally approved March 26, 1990 but
due to financing problems, Mr. Davenport was unable to begin
construction within the two year time frame. In 1992, he
requested a one year extension which moved his deadline up to
April 26, 1993, While Mr. Davenport believes he is close to
taking out permits on the hotel, he is unable to meet the April
26th deadline. He is therefore requesting an additional 390 day
extension.

Site plan extensions are typically granted only upon showing
that circumstances have remained essentially unchanged since a
proiject’s original approval. 1In the case of the hotel, there
have been scme changes in the code which the Council should be
aware of. These are outlined as follows:

1. Setbacks. The front yard setback in the B-2 zone has been
changed from 10 feet to 20 feet. This affects the required
perimeter buffer area which should be landscaped the full depth
of the setback area.

2. Buffer area. Where development is contiguous to residential
development or a residential zoning district, the code requires
that the full width of the perimeter area be landscaped with
dense vegetative screening. This would require a 20 foot buffer
against the Harbor Heights Elementary School while the Hotel
plan indicates a 10 foot buffer area. The Council may want to
consider the likelihood of the school site being developed as
residential.

3. Parking. The parking requirements for hotels has changed
from 1 space per room to 1 1/4 spaces per room. The reason for




this change is not clear. The Staff assumes that the additional
parking requirement is to acccunt for uses typically associated
with a hotel such as restaurants and meeting rooms and that
independent parking standards do not apply. It is anticipated
that uses associated with a hotel would be used by hotel guests
and that some shared parking will result. If this was the
intent of the revised parking requirements, then the hotel site
plan provides more than enough parking to meet current
standards. -

In summary, there have been some significant code changes since
the original site plan approval. However, it should be noted
that these changes were made before the site plan extension was
granted to Mr. Davenport last year. In this sense, there have
been no significant changes since the last review of this

project.



RECEIVED

DENNIS DAVENPORT MAR 1 7 1993
7501 Artondale Dr. NW
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 CITY OF GG HARBOR

(206)851~8527

March 17, 1993

City ¢f Gig Harbor
3105 Judgon Street
P.O. Box 145

Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Dear Mayor/City Ccounsel,

After three plus years of developing the proposed
Hotel SPR B9-13 and encountering a few setbacks, I'm
now in preparation for application of a building per-~
mit.

I presently have a dead line of 4-26-93 which 1is
considerable, but tight. 1 would feel more comfortable
if you could grant a 80 day extension from the deadline
date of 4-26-93, This is a worthy project to this
great city!

I thank you for your considertion in this matter.

Sincere R
el

Dennis Davengtrt

RECEIVED
MAR 1 7 1993

CITY OF GIG HARBOR

DD/db
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City of Gig Harbor. The “Maritime City,”
3105 JUDSON STREET « P.0. BOX 145
GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98335

(206) 851.8136
MEMORANDUM

TO: City Council

FROM: Planning Staff

DATE: April 12, 1993

: VAR -~ 93~01 -~ Appeal of Hearing Examiner‘s decision

to deny variance from curbs, gutters and sidewalk
requirement

s PR A s Sl S S e . S o . S i Y Y M L By M Sy /T TP S P S . Y P S il P Sk Rl S ey 4/ S S . Sy . S, . S, S Y s e
bt e e e e e e e e

An appeal has been file by George and Pauline Lovrovich
regarding the Hearing Examiner’s decision to deny a variance
from the City’s curbs, gutters, and sidewalk requirement for
short platted property. The Lovrovich’s received preliminary
short plat approval for their property on Chinocok Avenue in 19%0
subject to conditions, including the requirement that curbs,
gutters, and sidewalks be installed prior to final plat
approval.

At the time of final short plat approval, however, the
Lovrovich’s petitioned the City to not require said improwvements
due, in part, to the limited depth of the property. Because
their request could not be approved administratively, and was
not received within 14 days of the preliminary plat approval,
the Lovrovich’s reapplied for short plat approval in conjunction
with a variance application relieving them from the sidewalk,
curbs, and gutter requirement.

Attached are the Staff and Hearing Examiner’s reports and also
a statement of appeal from the Lovrovich’s.




RECEIVED

MAR 19 1393
CITY OF GIG HARBOR

March 18, 1993

TO: GIG HARBOR PLANNING DIRECTOR
GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL

RE: VAR 93-01 --Hearing Examiner's decision

We, the undersigned, hereby appeal the Hearing Examiner‘s Decision,
denying our request for a variance from Section 16-40,130 of the
city's short subdivision ordinance which requires curbs, sidewalks
and gutters .

We feel the hearing examiner's decision is unjust for the following
reasons. The situation has special circumstances involved, such as;
the sidewalks would be very close to the front of the house because

of the shallow lot depth, whereby we have cbtained a front vard set-
back variance at an earlier hearing.

The requirement of curbs, gutters, sidewalks along a dirt road
certainly seems to call for some serious and special consideration,

Furthermore, the requirement of sidewalks in the utilities right-of-
way would be an obstacle for any construction or future maintenance.

We appreciate your attention to this matter. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Gary and Laura Lovrovich

George and Pauline Lovrovich

]\s L4l Lo nacia




SITY ©F clé RARBOR
FiNDINGS CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION

APPLICANT: Pauline & George Lovrovich
CASE NO.: VAR 93-01
LOCATION: Chinook Avenue - Assessor Parcel #02.21-08.02-172

APPLICATION:  Request for a variance from Section 16.40.130 of the City's Short
Subdivision ordinance which requires curbs, sidewalks and gutters for
short subdivisions.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION AND DECISION:

Planning Staff Recommendation: Deny

Hearing Examiner Decisicon: Deny
PUBLIC HEARING:
After reviewmng the official file which included the Planning Staff Advisory Report; and after
visiting the site, the Hearing Examiner conducted a public hearing on the application. The héa.ring
on the Lovrovich applicztion was opened at 5:20 pm, February 17, 1993, in the City of Gig
Harbor, Washington, and clased at 5:52 pm, for oral testimony. The hearing was kept open
administratively to February 24, 1993, to allow staff time to research files 1o see if the Short Plat
requirements had changed after the applicants had submitted their application.

Participants at the public hearing and the exhibits offered and entered are listed in the minutes of the
meeting. A verbatim recording of the hearing is available in the Planning Deparmment.
FINDINGS CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION:

Having considered the entire record in this matter, the Hearing Examiner now makes and enters the
following;:

[. FINDINGS:
A. The information contained on pages 1 to 5 of the Planning Staff Advisory Report
(Hearing Examiner Exhibit A) is found by the Hearing Examiner to be supported by the
evidence presented during the hearing and by this reference is adopted as a part of the
Hearing Examiner's findings of fact. A copy of said report is available in the Planning
Department.

B. City Staff reviewed the Community Development Department Staff Report (Exhibit A)
at the hearing.



C. The applicant’s son, Gary Lovrovich, testified that the public street ends at the
installed. He also indicated that even if sidewalks were built on Chinook Avenue, Spring
Street and Tyee Street, they would still not connect to any other sidewalk because there is
no sidewalk on Rosedale either. He said he would agree to put a sidewalk in if there were
sidewalks to connect to.

He also pointed out that the house he is building on the property is the only heuse which
would be served by 450 feet of sidewalk. He did not think the neighbors would be willing
to support a local Improvement District to build sidewalks and he said foot waffic in the
neighborhood is minimal.

He said he understood the sidewalk would be located in the right-of-way, but he felt it
would still be located very close to the front of his new house due to the shallow lot depth.

He pointed out that he had obtained a front yard setback variance at an earlier hearing
because of the shallow lot depth.

He finished his testimony by saying that he thought the rules had changed since the
application was first submitted and he said when the application for a short subdivision was
firt required.

D. Jack Bujacich said he felt the ordinance was not being applied consistently throughout
the City. He pointed out instances in which City funds were used to construct sidewalks.
He also pointed out that the property across Chinook Avenue from the subject property was
subdivided and no sidewalks were required even though they had deep lots, He said on the
Lovrovich property any new houses which may be built will need to have setback variances
due to the shallow lots. He also said if sidewalks are required they will go nowhere.

E. Two neighboring property owners, Elmer and Jerry Ackerman testified at the hearing
that they thought the required improvements should be installed by the Lovrovich's. They
said they installed the improvements which were required when their propert;f was
developed, and they would not be in favor of supporting a Local Improvement District to

make any future improvements on Chinook Avenue. -




Mr. Ackerman also submitted a letter signed by himself and Mattie Shulich which also said
the Lovrovich's should install the services in question in accordance with the rules and
regulations set forth by the City of Gig Harbor (Exhibit B). The letter also indicated the
Authors of the letter did not wish to participate in any future Local Improvement District
pertaining to items that would be waived by this variance.

F. An adjacent property owner, Dee Dee Babich said she could not see any reason for
sidewalks. She said the street is narrow and the lots on that side of the street are also
narrow. She submitted photographs of the street to prove her point (Exhibit C).

(G. The hearing was held open administratively to allow staff time to determine if the
requirement for curks, gutters, and sidewalks was a new requirement for Short Plat
approval. Staff responded in writing (Exhibit D). The memo from staff indicatéd the
requirement for curbs, gutters and sidewalks has remained essentially the same since the
Lovrovich's original Short Plat application. The memo concluded by indicating that the
subject application is a new application which should be reviewed under current code
requirements.

Attached to the memeo were the Conditions of Final Plat Approval for the original
Lovrovich application which in part stated that "Sidewalks, curbs and gutters shall be

installed along the property Frontage on Chinook Avenue prior to final plat approval.”

H. CONCLUSIONS:
A. The conclusions prepared by the Planning Staff and contained on pages 5 and 6 of the
Planning Staff’s Advisory Report accurately set forth a portion of the conclusions of the
Hearing Examiner and by this reference are adopted as a portion of the Hearing Examiner's
conclusions. A copy of said report is available in the Planning Department.

B. It 1is clear that there were no substantive changes in the short plat ordinance regarding
the provision of curbs, gutters and sidewalks between the first and second applications for
a short plat of the subject property. The application being considered at this time is a new
application which must be reviewed against the current code which requires curbs, gutters
and sidewalks unless a variance is granted.



C. The Quit Claim Deed granted by Mrs. Babich (attached to Exhibit D) conveyed the 10
feet of property to the City of Gig Harbor for street and utility purposes. Curbs, gutters
and sidewalks are common street improvements which are provided within a city. In this
case, they would be located on the 10 foot wide strip of property conveyed by Mrs.
Babich.

D. The applicants make a good point that the required improvements would not connect to
other similar improvements. In this case, that appears to be the central issue. There are not
special circumstances, such as steep stopes, which would preclude the installation of the
improvements. However, a review of subject property and the surrounding area does
support the applicant’s contention that the improvements would probably be isolated
improvements for some time to come. That is not enough of a justification to warrant
approval of the variance. before a variance can be granted, the application must meet ali of
the adopted criteria.

This is the first application of a relatively new requirement in an established neighborhood.
there are any number of potentially similar situations in Gig Harbor where curbs, gutters
and sidewalks will be a requirement for approval of a subdivision and there will be no
similar adjacent improvements. Therefore, approval of this variance could be seen as
establishing a precedent for similar variances in the future.

. DECISION:

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions, the requested variance is denied.

Dated this 10th day of March, 1993,

|V on WM

Ron McConnell
Hearing Examiner




RECONSIDERATION:

Any aggrieved person feeling that the decision of the Examiner is based on erroneous procedures,
errors of law or fact, error in judgment, or the discovery of new evidence which could not be
reasonably available at the prior hearing, may make a written request for reconsideration by the
Examiner within ten (10) days of the date the decision is rendered. This request shall set forth the
specific errors of new information relied upon by such appellant, and the Examiner may, after
review of the record, take further action as he or she deems proper.

APPEAL OF EXAMINER’S DECISION:

Any party who feels aggrieved by the Examiner's decision may submit an appeal in writing to the
Gig Harbor Planning Directcr within fourteen (14) days from the date the final decision of the
Examiner is rendered, requesting a review of such decision. '

Such appeal shall be upon the record, established and made at the hearing held by the Examiner.
whenever a decision of the Examiner is reviewed by the City Council pursuant to this section,
other parties of record may submit written memoranda in support of their position. In addition, the
Council shall allow each side no more than fifteen minutes of oral presentation. However, no new
evidence or testimony shall bz presented to the oral presentation. The City Council shall accept,
modify or reject any findings or conclusions, or remand the decisions of the Examiner for
conclusions, or remand the decisions of the Examiner for further hearing; provided that nay
decision of the City Council skall be based on the record of the hearing conducted by the Examiner;
however, the Council may publicly request additional information of the appellant and the
Examiner at its discretion.

Upon such written appeat being filed within the time period allotted and upon payment of fees as
required, a review shall be held by the City Council. Such review shall be held in accordance with
appeal procedures adopted by the City Council by resolution. If the Examiner has recommended
approval of the proposal, such recommendation shall be considered by the City Council at the same
time as the consideration of the appeal.

Further action by the Examiner shall be within thirty (30) days of the reconsideration request.



MINUTES OF THE HEARING
ONTHE
FEBRUARY 17, 1993
LOVROVICH APPLICATION

Ronald L. McConnell was the hearing examiner for this matter. Participating in the hearing was:
Steve Osguthorpe, representing the City of Gig Harbor; Gary Lovrovich, speaking for the
applicant; Jack Bujacich and Dee Dee Babich speaking in favor of the variance; and, Elmer and
Jerryy Ackerman, speaking in opposition to the variance.

EXHIBITS:

The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record:

A. Planning Staff's Advisory Report.

B. Letter from Elmer Ackerman and Mattie Shulich, dated 2/16/93.

C. Photos of the street.

D. Memorandum from Steve Osguthorpe, dated 2/22/93, with attachment.

PARTIES OF RECORD:

» Pauline and George Lovrovich + Elmer and Jerry Ackerman
306 Rosedzale Street 7703 Chinook Avenue
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 Gig Harbor, WA 98335

+ QGary Lovrovich « Mattie Shulich
8009 Dorotich Street 7808 Chinook Avenue
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 Gig Harbor, WA 98335

+ Jack Bujacich » Dee Dee Babich
3607 Ross 7809 Chinook Avenue

(Gig Harbor, WA 983353 Gig Harbor, WA 98335




Citv of Gig Harbor. The “Mariiime City.” 1
3105 JUDSON STREET » P.O. BOX 145
CIG TLARBOR, WASHINGTON 98333
{206) 851.8136

GIG HARBOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

TO: Hearing Examiner

FROM: Planning Staff

DATE : February 17, 1993

RE: VAR 92-01 -~ Pauline & George Lovrovich -- A

requested variance from Section 16.40.130 of the
City’s Short Subdivision ordinance which
requires curbs, sidewalks, and gutters for short
subdivisions.

e eerr— e v i em gl mrg- e S e — e A

I. GENERAY, INFORMATION

APPLICANT: Pauline & George Lovrowvich
4306 Rosedale Street
Gig Harbor, Washington 98335
OWNER: (same)

AGENT: (n/a)

I1. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

1. Location: Chinook Avenue - assessor parcel
numpber J2-21-08-2-172

2. Site Area/Acreage: .670 acres
3. Natural Site Characteristics:
i, Soil Type: Harstine
ii, Slope: Approximately 8 to 10
percent.
iii. Drainage: Easterly away from road
iv. Vegetation: Heavily wooded

4. Zoning:



i. Subject parcel: R-2 (Medium Density
Residential)

ii. Adjacent zoning and land use:

North: R-2
Scuth: R-~2
East: R-2
West: R-2

Utilities/road accesgs: The parcel is served by
City water and sewer and is access off of
Chincek Avenue, a city street.

ITI. APPLICABLE LAND~USE POLICIES/CODES

1.

Comprehensive Plan: The comprehensive plan
designates this area as low urban residential.
However, the parcel is zoned for medium density
residential.

Zoning Ordinance: The City’s short subdivision
ordinance, Section 16.40.130, states that public
roads shall conform to the requirements of the
City’s Public Works Department and shall include
the provision of sidewalks and other safe
pedestrian walking areas, curbs and gutters.

Variances may be granted only if the applicant
can successfully demonstrate that all of the
following criteria can be met:

a) The proposed variance will not amount to a
rezoene nor authorize any use not allowed in
the district.

B) There are special conditions and
circumstances applicable to the property
such as size, shape, topography or
location, not applicable to land in the
same district and that literal
interpretation of the provisions of this
ordinance would deprive the property owner
of rights commonly enjoyed by other
properties similarly situated in the same
distxict under the terms of this ordinance.

C) That the special circumstances and
conditions do not result from the actions
of the applicant.



D} The granting of the variance will not
constitute a grant of special privilege
tnconsistent with limitation upon othex
properties in the vicinity and zone.

E) That the granting of the variance will not
he materially detrimental to the public
welfare or injurious to the property or
improvements in the vicinity and zone in
wh:ch the property is situated.

F) The variance is the minimum variance that
will make possible the reasonable use of
the land.

IV. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: George and Pauline Lovrxovich
applied for short plat approval to create four leots ocut of
their .670 acre parcel on Chinook Avenue. The parcel is
shallow and wide, accounting for approximately 40 percent
of the street frontage on Chinook Avenue. Currently, the
street is characterized by a narrow pavement with heavy
vegetation coming near the pavement edge on the east side,
and houses and apartments on the west side. The area has
a somewhat casual character, having no sidewalks or
defined pavement edges. However, the short subdivision
ordinance requires that public roads shall conform to the
requirements of the City’s Public Works Department, and
shall also include the provision for sidewalks and other
safe pedestrian walking areas, including curbs and
gutters. Accordingly, the Public Works Director has
informed the Lovrovich’s that curbs, gutters and sidewalks
will be required as a condition of short plat approval.

v. REQUEST/PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Lovrovichs are requesting a variance from the short
subdivision’s requirement for curbs, gutters, and
sidewalks and have submitted the following statement in
response to the variance criteria outlined in Section
17.66 of the Gig Jarbor zoning code:

We are applying for a variance from the attachment I
of conditions of final plat approval - Article 4 -
Sidewalks, Curbs & Gutters. Under ordinance
#16.40.180, we feel we meet all the requirements
undexr {the} Section:

(A} The variance does not constitute a grant of
special privilege because there are no sidewalks in
the area now.



{(B) There are special circumstances applic-ble to
the property and the regulation would deprive the
property of rights and privileges enjoyed by other
property in the vicinity.

(C) Granting of the variance would not bother anyone
in any way.

(D) The variance is necessary in order to have a
front vard similar to existing property.

(E} Granting of the variance will not compromise the
goals of the City’s Comprehensive plan or be
inconsistent with other City land use ordinances.

Please take into consideration the width of the road
fronting this property (Chinook Avenue)

VI. PUBLIC NOTICKE: The property was posted, notice was
published in the Gateway, and notice was sent to
property owners within 300 feet. BAs of February 9,
1993, no formal input has been received. However,
the Staff has received inquiries by a concerned
individual who stated that he will give his input
during the public hearing.

VII. ANALYSIS: There are a number of streets in Gig Harbor
which currently have no curbs, gutters, or sidewalks
and the City is actively attempting to remedy this
situation by incorporating sidewalks into all new
development proposals and street improvements.

Recent sidewalk improvements along Soundview,
Harborview, and Pioneer Drive have resulted in a
marked increase in the number of pedestrian activity,
which indicates that sidewalks will be used if they
are provided.

The applicants are coxrect in stating that there are
no other sidewalks on Chinoock Avenue. However, the
Lovrovich’s property accounts for a significant
portion of Chinook Avenue’s eastern frontage and to
not regquire curbs, gutters, and sidewalks here would
mean a significant hindrance to this effort.
Moreover, the applicant’s pending short plat will
result in four additional single family lots, each
fronting on Chinoock Avenue, which will increase
pedestrian activity on this street.

Additional Staff and/or agency comments are as follows:




1. Building Official: {no additional comments)

2. Public Wcrks: (no additional comments)

3. SEPA Responsible Official: The SEPA Responsible
Official has determined that this application is
exempt from SEPA review as per WAC 197-11-800-6
(b).

VIII. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based upon a site .nspection and the analysis contained in
Part VII of this report, the Staff finds as follows:

) The proposed variance will not amount to a
rezone nor authorize any use not allowed in
the district as it is does not affect the
allowed use of the property.

B) There are no special conditiong or
circumstances applicable to the property
such as size, shape, topography or
location, which are not common to other
parcels in the same district and the
literal interpretation of the provisions of
(City ordinances will not deprive the
prcperty owner of rights commonly enjoyed
by other properties similarly situated in
the same district under the terms of City
ordinances.

¢) The special circumstances and conditions
stated by the applicant (i.e., that other
properties on Chinook do not have curbs,
gutters, and sidewalks), are the result of
there being no requirement for such
improvements at the time of theix
development. Increased development
activity in Gig Harbor has increased the
nead for street and sidewalk improvements.

D) The granting of the variance will
constitute a grant of special privilege
inconsgistent with limitation upon other
properties in the vicinity and zone, as any
similar proposal in this area must conform
tc the same requirements.

E) Tre granting of the variance may be
materially detrimental to the public



IX. RECCMMENDATION

F)

welfare by not providing safe walkways for
increased pedestrian activity generated by
the pending short plat

The variance is not the minimum variance
that will make possible the reasonable use
of the land as the requirement for curbs,
gutters, and sidewalks does not adversely
affect the owner’s ability to develop the

land.

Based upon the above findings and conclusion, the Staff
recommends that the Hearing Examiner deny the requested
variance from the curbs, gutters, and sidewalks

regquirement.

Project Planner:

Steve ngughorp . Associate Planner
VA
= — ;_._._'./{’ _.*-'—ﬁ-."/ﬂ/ #/' 73 :/.r}
Vaa g
Datehwx;/ /fL_ - AV A




> City of Gig Harbor. The “Maritime City.”
3105 JUNISON STREET + P.O. BOX 143
GIG HARBOR. WASHINGTON 93335

(206) 851.8136
MEMORANDUM
TO: Ron McConnell, Hearing Examiner
cC: Pauline & George Leovrovich

{"\
FROM{/Aﬂ&kSteve Csquthorpe, Associate Planner
DATE: February 22, 1993

RE: VAR 93~01 -~ Lovrovich - Request for variance from
curbs, gutters and sidewalk requirement

I have done further research into the Lovrovich short plat
variance request to determine if the provision of curbs,
gutters, and sidewalks is indeed a new requirement for short
plat approval. It appears that there have been some code
changes on this issue, but the changes have more to de with
administrative procedures than with required improvements. The
code in effect at the time of the Lovrovichs’ original
application stated that, "curbs, sidewalks, gutters, pavement
and storm drainage facilities may be required at the discretion
of the planning commission and the town council to prevent storm
water eresion and damage, unless such requirement is waived by
the town council." However, the Lovrovichs’ application was
processed administratively because the review of short plats is
an administrative function (per RCW 58.17.060} and would be
appealed to the hearing examiner rather than the city council.

The Lovrovichs’ original short plat application was
approved on July 11, 1990, subject, in part, to the conditien
that curbs, gutters, and sidewalks be installed prior to final

plat approval, The approval notice stated that the
administrator’s action may be appealed to the hearing examiner
within fourteen days of the decision date. No appeal was
received.

In October 1992, a £final plat was submitted by the
Lovrovichs for approval. Notice was sent to the Lovrovichs that
the plat was conditioned upon the installation of curbs,
gutters, and sidewalks prior to plat approval. It was at that
time - over two years after the preliminary approval date - that
the Lovrovichs decided to appeal the decision.

City Attorney Wayne Tanaka was apprised of the issue and it



was his opinion that the applicants could seek redress only if
another application for short subdivision approval was submitted
and an appeal filed before the hearing examiner. The Lovrovichs
were informed of Mr. Tanaka’s decision but nonetheless requested
the City Council’s consideration of the issue. The Council
followed Mr. Tanaka‘’s advice and took no action on the matter.
The Lovrovichs have therefore reapplied for short plat approval
in conjunction with the current request for a variance from the
curb, gutter and sidewalk requirement.

In short, the requirement for curbs, gutters, and sidewalks
has remained essentially the same since the Lovrovich’s initial
short plat application. The Lovrovichs’ appeal of that
requirement was not submitted until two years after preliminary
approval was given. This is therefore a new application which
should be reviewed under current code requirements.

Enclosures
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City of Gig Harbor. The “Maritime City.”
3105 JUDSON STREET » P.O. BOX 145
GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98335

(200) 851-8136
TO: MAYOR WILBERT AND CITY COUNCIL
FROM: BEN YAZICI, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS &7
RE: HUNT STREET RETAINING WALL

DATE: APRIL 8, 1993

We need to build approximately 2,050 sq. ft. of retaining wall on the south side of Hunt
Street. We did not include construction of that retaining wall within our Soundview
Drive Project because of the high unit bid price of $9.75 per sq. ft., for a total cost to the
city of approximately $20,000. The Soundview Drive contractor was allowed to build
retaining walls to the extent that contract quantities atlowed.

For Hunt Street, we primarily looked into three types of wall: Concrete, rock and brick.
The following is a summary of our findings:

Type of Retaining Wall Cost
Concrete $ 7,742
Rock (Contractor) 12,166
Rock (Public Works Crew)
Mechanical 4,563
Labor 2,400
Equipment 1,200
Miscellaneous 300
Total 8,663
Keystone Brick 16,000

The concrete retaining wall appears to be the least expensive option. However, we are
concerned about the visual look of the wall. We think that a rock wall will be more
aesthetically desirable and, in addition, will be consistent with the other retaining walls
in the area of Hunt Street which were constructed with rock.

RECOMMENDATION
I recommend the City Council authorize the Public Works Director to build a rock

retaining wall with the City Public Works crew and spend up to $8,663 to complete the
job.




CITY OF GIG HARBOR

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON,
AMENDING CHAPTER 3.40 OF THE GIG HARBOR MUNICIPAL CODE TO
ESTABLISH ENGINEERING PLAN REVIEW AND INSPECTION FEES FOR

LAND USE DEVEL.OPMENT APPLICATIONS AND PERMITS.

WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor has adopted application fees for various land use
development permits and building inspection fees necessary to insure adherence to
municipal and state regulations, and

WHEREAS, no fees are currently in effect for engineering reviews in conjunction with
land use applications including annexations, encroachment permits, rezones, conditional
uses, variances, subdivisions, short plats, shoreline management permits, and utility
extension requests, and

WHEREAS, it is necessary to establish fees for enginceﬁng review for the purpose of
defraying the costs incidental to the proceedings, and

WHEREAS, the city currently charges for construction inspection services and these
fees are determined on a job-by-job basis, based on an estimate of inspector hours at an
howrly rate, and

WHEREAS, in order to insure upiformity in charges, and to be more administratively
efficient, a flat fee for construction inspections will be imposed; such fees will be based
on certain parameters relating to the size of the project,

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Gig Harbor, Washington,
ORDAINS as follows:

Chapter 3.40
Land Use Development Application Fee Schedule

is hereby amended as follows:

Section 3.40.020 Advertising, is retitled Section 3.40.030
Section 3.40.020 Engineering Review/Construction Inspection Fees.

The engineering review and construction inspection fees are hereby established:



Ordinance No.
Page Two

ENGINEERING PLAN REVIEW

Water

Sewer

Street or Street w/curb,
gutter & sidewalk

Curb, gutter &
sidewalk only

Storm
Retention & Detention
Facilities

Lighting

Signals

Right-Of-Way Access

Resubmiital

INSPECTION

Water

Sewer

Sewer - Step System
(Residence)

Street
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ATTEST:

$100/1st 150" + $.19/LF thereafter
$100/1st 150° + $.19/LF thereafter

$100/1st 150° + $.25/LF thereafter

$100/1st 150° + $.25/LF thereafter
$75 1st/CB + $10/Add CB

$100

$80 + $5/pole

$340/Intersection

$25

$25/Hour for 3rd submittal
(1 hr/min)

$180/1st 150" + $100/LF thereafter
$180/1st 150° + $100/LF thereafter

$130/unit
$180/1st 150° + $.75/LF thereafter

$180/1st 150° + $.75/LF thereafter

$90 eafretn-detn area + $.38/LF
pipe

$90 + $10/pole

$700/intersection

$200/1st 150° + $.05/LF thereafter
$200/1st 150° + $.10/LF thereafter

Gretchen Wilbert, Mayor

Mark Hoppen, City Administrator/Clerk



City of Gig Harbor. The “Maritime City.”
3105 JUDSON STREET « P.0. BOX 145
GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98335

(206) 851-8136
TO: MAYOR WILBERT AND CITY COUNCIL
FROM : TOM ENLOW f?g;,x,/
DATE: APRIL 8, 1993
SUBJECT : 1993 BUDGET AMENDMENT

Pursuant to a February 1992 agreement, the City will make
street and sidewalk improvements on the north side of
Dorotich Streement for approximately $15,000. We will be
collecting $15,000 from Mr. Robert Ellsworth to complete
the street improvements.

A budget amendment authorizing these expenditureg is
necegsary because they were not included in the original
1993 budget.

A contracteor is preparing to make similar street
improvements to the south side of Dorotich at this time,
as part of the Dorotich Marina Project. This would be the
best time to improve both sides of the street.



CITY OF GIG HARBOR
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE 1993 BUDGET FOR THE CITY OF GIG
HARBOR, WASHINGTON.

WHEREAS, adjustments to the 1993 annual appropriations are necessary to conduct
city business not anticipated in the adopted budget,

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Gig Harbor, Washington,
ORDAINS as follows:

Section 1. The annual appropriations for revenues and expenditures in Fund 101,
Street Operating Fund, shall be increased by $15,000 from $800,464 to $815,464.

Section 2. This ordinance shall be in force and take effect five(5) days after its
publication according to law.

PASSED by the City Council of the City of Gig Harbor, Washington, and approved
by its Mayor at a regular meeting of the council held on this 12th day of April,
1993,

Gretchen A. Wilbert, Mayor

ATTEST:

Mark Hoppen
City Administrator/Clerk

Filed with city clerk: April 7, 1992
Passed by the city council:

Date published:

Date effective:



WASHINGTON STATE LIQUOR CONTROL BOARD

RETURN TO: (. .1se Division - 1025 B, Union, P.0. Box 43075
Olympia, WA 98304-3075
TO: MAYOR OF GIG HARBOR RECEWVED DATE: 3/22/93
MAR 2 5 1993
RE: NEW APPLICATION
CITY OF Gi& HARBOR
License: 365485 - 24 County: 27 APPLICANTS:
Tradename: GIG HARBOR TEXACO
Loc Addr: 7101 PIONEER WAY GRANITE SERVICE, INC.
GIG HARBOR WA 98335
STONE, CHARLES JOSEPH
Mail Addr: PO BOX 1490 07-15-52  535-52.8072
GIG HARBOR WA 98335 STONE, EDWARD LEE

10-08-57 538-62-8730
Phone No.: 206-851-2102 CHARLES JOSEPH STONE

Classes Applied For:
E Beer by bottle or package - offT premises
F Wine by bottle or package - off premises

Hotice is ziven that appliecation has been nade to the ‘-fashin?cn 3tate Liguor Conbrel Board for a licen?e to eondugt business.
[2 return 6f this notice is not received in this office within 20 DAYS{10 days notice given for Class T) from the date above,
it will be assumed that ycu have no cbjeciion to the issuance of the license, If addi%ional time i5 required please advise.

JLS .
1, Do ycu approve of applieant % . . . . . .. . .. .. e e e e e e e e v M [
2. Do you approve of loeation 2 . . . . v v L oL o e e e e e e e e s s D !
3. Tf you disapprove and the Board cenienplates issuing a license, do you want & hearing before final action is takemn ? [] []
OPTIONAL CHECK LIST: EXPLARATION IS HO
LA¥ ENPORCENENT O O
HEALTH & SANITATION (1 O
PIRE, BUILDING, ZONING 0 0O
OTHER 0O 0O

If you have indizated disapproval of the applicant, location er both, please submit a stafenent of all faets upon whieh sush
objeetions are based.

DATE SIGNATURE OF MATOR,CITY MANAGER,COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OR DESIGNEE

C140045 /L IBRINS




Cuy of Gig Harbor Police Dept.

3105 JUDSON STREET » P.O. BOX 145
GIGC HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98335
(2063 851.2236

DENNIS RICHARDS

Chief of Police
MONTHLY POLICE ACTIVITY REPORT
MARCH DATE:24-01-93
MAR YTD YTD %CHG TO
1993 19593 1992 1592
CALLS FOR SERVICE 212 768 689 + 3
CRIMINAL TRAFFIC 16 87 61 + 43
TRAPFIC INFRACTIONS __aa 179 297 -39
DWI ARRESTS ___ b 14 Q + 55
FELONY ARRESTS 6 15 18 - 16
MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS 95 32 44 - 27
WARRANT ARRESTS 5 39 i8 + 66

INCIDENT REPORTS 61 187 189 - 1




MAYOR’S REPORT
To the City Council
April 12, 1993

UPDATING HISTORIC ELEMENT IN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The City of Gig Harbor Planning Department is charged with the responsibility of
updating our 1986 Comprehensive Plan to meet the criteria set forth in the Growth
Management Act and the adopted County Planning Policy. This is the first step in
the process.

On Wednesday, April 14th, at 1:30 p.m. in the City Hall Conference Room, a few
local citizens will gather to hear a presentation from Mike Cooley and Airyang Pak
of the Pierce County Community Development Planning Department, and our own
Linda Clifford, a commissioner on the Tacoma/Pierce County Landmarks
Commission.

The team will share with us options available to the community for recognition,
restoration and preservation of the Gig Harbor Community’s rich cultural heritage.

I have attached our existing historical design policy and the county element
requirement for your review. Also, comments from former councilmember, Wade
Perrow, addressing the same subject, will be included.

History and design must be coordinated.

Steve Osguthorpe, Associate Planner, has been designated by the city to assist in the
draft of a document to update this element in our comprehensive plan. The public
is encouraged to attend.




COUNTY-WIDE PLANNING POLICY ON HISTORIC,
ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION

Background - Requirements of Growth Management Act

The Washington Growth Management Act identifies as a planning goal to guide the
development and adoption of comprehensive plans and development regulations, that
counties and cities identify and encourage the preservation of lands, sites and
structures, that have historical or archaeological significance. [RCW 36.70A.020(13}).
The term "significance” is not defined, although it is well-recognized that the federal
and state governments have programs that have been in operation for some time by
which land, sites, structures and districts of national significance are/or may be
placed on the National Register of Historic Places and land, sites and structures of
state significance are/or may be placed on the State Register of Historic Places.
Certain cities, including Tacoma, have adopted local programs to designate land, sites
and structures of local significance. Although the Growth Management Act
Amendments do not require a county-wide planning policy on historic, archaeological
and cultural preservation, that requirement was added by the Interlocal Agreement:
Framework Agreement for the Adoption of the County-Wide Planning Policy (Pierce
County Council Resolution No. R91-172, September 24, 1991).

unty-Wide Planni lic

1. The County, and ¢ach municipality in the County, utilizing applicable federal,
state and local designations, if relevant, (and where appropriate in
cooperation with the Indian tribes) shall identify the presence of federal, state
and local historic, archaeological and cultural lands, sites and structures, of
significance within their boundaries.

2. The County, and each municipality in the County may, utilizing County
standards or locally-developed standards, identify and designate local historie,
archaeological and cultural lands, sites and structures of significance within
their boundaries.

2.1  Recommendations for local designations may be made by any person
or entity or by any municipality or governmental body.

22  The municipality may designate an individual, commission or
coramittee to be responsible for review of recommendations and to
forward such recommendations to the legislative body.

2.3 Designations shall only be made by the local legislative body if the
land, site or structure has only local significance.

28 Sunc 30, 1992



24

2.5

2.6

2.7

All such designations shall be reflected in the land use element of the
comprehensive plan. ‘

Any municipality may request that the County’s Landmark’s
Commission and/or staff provide assistance in designating land, sites
or structures; if sought, such assistance may be provided pursuant to
an interlocal agreement,

Preservation of significant lands, sites and structures shall be
encouraged or accomplished by the County, and each municipality in
the County, through any one or a combination of the following
techniques, as determined to be appropriate by the local legislative

body:

2.6.1 designation

262 " incentives for preservation

263 loans and grants

26.4 public purchase

2.6.5 non-development easement

2.6.6 development rights transfer

2.6.7 restrictive covenants _

268 regulations for protection, maintenance and appropriate
development

2.6.9 plans/policies/standards for preservation (U.S.

Department of the Interior)

The County, and each municipality in the County, may utilize one or
more of the following criteria, or others as may be determined, to
make designation decisions for recommended lands, sites or structures:

2.7.1 archaeological, historic or cultural "significance”
2.7.2 condition

2.7.3 " uniqueness

274 accessibility

2.2.5 cost/benefit

2.7.6 extent to which land, site or structure is undisturbed
2.7.7 presence of incompatible land uses or activities
278 presence of environmental, health or safety hazards
279 tourism potential

2.7.10 educational value

2711 consent of owner

29 June 30, 1992




2.8  The legisiative body of the County, and each municipality in the
County, may utilize one or more of the following criteria, or others as
may be determined, to make a dedesignation decision:

2.8.1
282

28.3
2.3.4

2.8.5

error in historical/archaeological/cultural research for
the original designation

economic hardship for owner leaving no reasonable use
of the land, site or structure

deterioration of lands, site or structure

discovery of other (better) examples of lands, sites or
structures

presence of land, site or structure on state or federal
registers.

The County, and each municipality in the County, shall encourage public
education programs regarding historic, archaeological and cultural lands, sites
and structures as a means of raising public awareness of the value of
maintaining those resources,

30 June 30, 1992
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Design Resources

Existing urban design conditiocns are described in the
Aesthetics, Land Use and Archaeological/Historical Resource
sections of the Environmental Impact Statement in Part 2 of
this report. The following goals and objectives are based
on an analysis of existing urban design conditions and the
results of workshop planning sessions.

GOAL: PROTECT VALUABLE FEATURES OF THE MANMADE ENVIRONMENT

Blend new land uses with the features and characteristics
which have come to be valued from past developments of the
manmade environmenz:. Enforce exacting performance
standards governing peossible land use developments on lands
or sites, or possible conversions of existing buildings or
sltes which have unique social value.

l. Historical/cul:tural sites

Encourage the protection of lands, buildings or other site
features which are unique archaeological sites, historic
areas, publicly designated landmark districts or buildings.
Develop an historical plaque system identifying sites and
buildings of interest in the city, particularly along the
waterfront and within the older business districts.
Establish special ftax incentives or other financial
assistance to help with historical buillding restoraticn and
exhibitlon costs.

2. BSpecial social or visual interest

Enforce exacting performance standards governing possible
land use development or possible alteration of existing
building or sites which have socially valued, interesting
or unique facilities or characteristics, including visual
values. Identify acceptable adaptive reuse concepts and
design and/or financial incentives which can be used to
help with buildiag or site modification costs. Create a
program which allows architecturally pleasing older
bulldings to be relocacted to another, more compatible site,
such as the historic residential neighborhoed, when the
structure can not be accomodated at its present location.

39



3. Scenic assets

Protect lands, natural features or related actlvitles,
including over-water structures and uses like net sheds,
which provide unigue landmarks in the natrual landscape,
especially of or from Gig Harbor. Encourage the protection
of lands or sites which have unique views or vistas of
natural landforms and landmarks, particularly of Gig
Harbor.

4. View corridors

Develop and maintain a public sidewalk system from Gig
Harbor City Park to the intersection of Soundview and
Harborview Drive. Enforce exacting performance standards
governing development that will establish and maintain
overlooks or view points to shoreline and harbor vistas
and/or views.

5. Buffer corridors

Maintain pleasing visual corridors along expressways,
arterials and collectors to reflect natural beauty and a
semi-rural atmosphere. Provide landscape screens, berms
and other natural material or design buffers, particularly
about urban commercial or industrial uses which front or
are visible from adjacent residential areas or roads.

5. Open spaces

Protect lands, sites or improvements which have been held
in trust for parks, conservancys, recreation or other open
space preserves within the developing area. Enforce
exacting performance standards governing possible
alterations of existing sites which provide unique open or
natural space buffers to more urban land use developments.
Preserve, where possible and desirable, the open or natural
space features within potential future land use
developments.

7. Master Planned lands

Protect lands, sites or facilities which have been improved
for cemetaries, old military fortifications or similar
public purposes. Enforce exacting performance standards
governing possible developments adjacent to sites which
house schools, colleges, hospitals, correctional facllities
and other institutional activities which may be sensitive
to use intrusions, and which provide a special physical
place within the developed area.

GOAL: CREATE VISUAL INTEREST

Create local visual identities and interests, retain
natural landscape features, and generally develop a quality
urban environment.

40



Graphic 13
Design Resources
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8. Visual identity

Create special identities for unique districts or places
within the planning area, particularly of the waterfront,
downtown, old town business district and historic
residential neighborhood. Work with property owners to
establish standards coordinating informational and
advertisement signing, street trees, landscape materials,
streetscape furnishings, if appropriate, building materials
or styles, even colors, to create visual ima¢es which
organize the disparate elements of the special districts
into cohesive, pleasing identities.

9. Landscape

Retain as much of the natural landscape as possible in land
development projects, including existing trees, slte
contours, natural drainage features and other
characteristics. Enforce replanting schemes and
landscaping requirements, particularly along buffer or
dividing zones with different uses, major arterial roads or
freeways, and within parking lots and other improved areas.

10. Architectural quality

Where appropriate, and when property owners desire,
establish special overlay zones providing an architectural
design review process, Provide illustrations of preferred
concepts, solutions, materials, styles and other
particulars affecting quality architectural solutilons.

42




COB THOMAS

Director

FEB 27 1386

STATE OF WASHINGTORN

OFRICE OF ARCHAEQLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
117 West Twaeniy-First Avenue, KI-11 o Ofympia, Washington 98504-5411 & (206) 753-4011

February 26, 1986

Mr. Don Orr

City of Gig Harbor
3103 Judson Street
P.0. Box 145

Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Log Reference: 736-C-PI-03
Re: Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan
& Impact Statement

Dear Mr, Orr:

Thank you for allowing us to review the Comprehensive Plan and Environ-—
mental Impact Statement for Gig Harbor., We are pleased to note that

the plan identifies the protection of historic districts, buildings, and
archaeclogical sites as an important geal.

As you probably know, a cultural resource inventory conducted by the (::)
Pierce County Department of Planning in 1982 identified several dozen

Gig Harbor properties of historical and/or architectural interest.

Many others may exist which are not yet surveyed. Some of these proper-
ties may be eligible for designation as a local landmark or for listing

in the State or National Register of Historic Places, In addition, the
downtown commercial area and historic waterfront may coutain a potential
historic district.

If you have questions about the historic survey or local landmarks, contact
Caroline Gallacei, Office of Community Development, 2401 South 35th Street,
Tacoma, WA 98409, Uf you have aany questions regarding the National Register
program, please cali me at (206) 586-2901.

Sincerely,

7
Lecnard T. Garfield
Architectural Historian

RECEIVED



Opinion

Dictating
Design

As control of architectural
design by public design review
boards becomes commonplace,
the fudging process must be
clarifted through more
[flexible guidelines.

(o*°
B

has been extending its fight againse bad aie

and dirty water o the preservation of the na-
tion's historic buildings and urban districts. Legally
mandated design review, empowered by state con-
stitutions or city charters, is one of the mose effec-
tive scrategies by which a commuuity can accom-
plish these goals. Design review is typicafly
conducied by preservation, planning, or arts boards
or cornmissions, whose members ate appointed by
mayors or city councils, The size, makeup, and
members’ cenure of chese bodies vary widely across
che nation, Some appointed boards include retired
architects who are sll active in community life.
{Most archirects engaged in active practice decline
to serve because of potential conflicts of incerest.)
Such commissions or boards may also include land-
scape archirects, lawyers, developers, architectural
historians, preservationists, and laypersons,

For the past two decades, the American public

Design guidelines
Design review tends to be discrecionary, allowing a
ceview board te apply a fairly broad and flexible set
of criteria (including such open-ended concepts as
“contexe” and “appropriateness”) in making its
judgments. Increasing use, however, is being made
of architectural oc historic preservation design
guidelines. Such guidelines coexist with, but are
usually not a part of, zoning regulations. Where
zoning determines building uses, heights, and bulk
in a given district, guidelines for a historic land-
mark neighborhood wichin the districe govern such
matters as appropriate height and massing fora
new structure or addition, based on che architec-
tural and historic context. Such guidelines may in-
‘clude mandacory floor-to-floor heights, a specified
number of stories, and replication of existing orna-
ment. They often call for specific color palectes,
building macerials, and window and door types.
Once formuldred, such guidelines usually have
no separate legal sancrion and can only carry che
force of law if they are parc of 4 zoning ordinance.
Guidelines may, however, hold the equivalent of le-
gal force. For example, when a city owns public
Jand and cransfers it to a developer, it can impose
guidelines written into the deed, or as part of the
agreement that accompanies the sale. Or a town or

city can establish a special zoning discrict, in which
guidelines and regulations supersede chose of che
zoning ordinance. By setting forth a design lan-
guage to be shared by all parties involved in design
review, guidelines are intended to make the process
less arbitrary and subjective on the part of the re-
viewers, and thereby mare fair co architects and de-
velopers seeking approvals, Whatever the merits
and demerits of guidelines, combining them with
review is gradually becoming more widespread.
And across che United States, design review, wich
or without guidelinés, is being increasingly imposed
on not only historic buildings and districts bue on
ordinary development projects. ‘

Design review conference

Professors Breada C. Lightner and Wolfgang F. L.
Preiser of the University of Cincinnari’s School of
Planning are engaged in a major study of the inter-
relationships between design review and design
guidelines; they conducred an internacional sympo-
sium on the subject in Cincinnati last October. De-
sign professionals and preservationists from the
U.S., Germany, Grear Britain, Auscralia, Swiczer-
land, Denmark, India, and South Africa presented
their own local design guideline serategies, ranging
from the regulation of renewal in historic neighbor-
hoods co che preservation of entire towns.

For all its public and professional suppore, de-
sign review is not popular among architeces whose
schemes are subjected co it. Lightner charges chac
“design review rewards ordinary performance and
discourages extracrdinary performance. Designers
adhere to the range of acceptability held by partic-
ular reviewers, and cherefore rarely waste their
clients’ time proposing somecthing original or ex-
ceptionnl.™ Review board or commission members
are rightly accused, she contends, of applying
highly subjective and arbitrary esthetic criteria in a
manner that exceeds their mandate. When this oc-
curs, architects are without bargaining power, and
have lirrle recourse but to accept the changes de-
sign reviewers impose, largely bécause it is in their
clients’ interest to get through the review process
quickly, Lightner reports thac a survey she and
Preiser recently conducted reveals thar many archi-
tects find design review an inordinate and uncon-




scionable wasee of cine, requiring revisions ac che
behest of capricious, il!-informed, politicaily ap-
pointed laypersons, along with professionals biased
againse the architect's particular style.

Survey results

Of the 170 firms thac responded to survey, maore
than half reported thac between 50 percenc and
100 percenc of their profects undergo design re-
view, To achieve approvals, aechitects reperc that
they must frequently alter macerials, colors, and
landscape design. They are less frequently required
o make changes in massing or facade details.
Overall, 25 percent of the respondencs believe their
designs to be strongly influenced by design review,
while 35 percent think their work is somewhat in-
fluenced. Less than 23 percent believe cheir projects
are substantially improved by design review, while
30 percent teport that design review does not sig-
nificantly affece the quality of cheir work. An vn-
happy 9.7 peccent believe their work is weakered
by the process. Alchough 25.2 percent of the re-
spondents find design review pétt_y, meddling, and
useless, 15.1 percent find it time-consumirg but
worth ir. Only 3.1 percent admit char desi;zn re-
view has helped chem do a better job,

Stylistic favoritism
A famous case in point is the AlA's 1967 decisicn o
expand its national headquarters in Washingron
from the Ocragon, a historic 18th-cencury house
protected by the Washington Fine Arts Cornmis-
sion, to a new building. The Ata held 2 comperi-
tion, and Micchell/Giurgola Architects wor, The
winning design, while teo carly to be considered
Poscmodern, was a radical break from the Mod-
ernist canon. The Fine Arts Commission, strongly
influenced by its most powerful member, Mode nist
Gordon Bunshaft of Skidmore, Owings & Metrill,
curned it down. Mitchell/Giurgola’s subsequent re-
visions were also rejecced, and the firm finally gave
up and resigned. The Architeces Collaborative was
chosen and produced a Modernist design that met
commission approval. In this instance, the Fine
Arts Commission imposed & highly dubious esthetic
judgment favoring oae stylistic approach over an-
other, and disregarded che rejected proposal’s in-
trinsic meric. Such travesties of design review con-
tinue to be an unfortunate part of the process, nmost
of the time without architectural stars as players.
Nevertheless, design review, zleng with som2
form of guidelines, appears to be here to stay.
Among its applications, the process is best suited to
hiscoric districes. Historic preservation has a defzn-
sible ethie, since oider landmarks and districts are
fragile and nced protection. They are a valuable re-
source, What 1s buile in chem, or in their viciniey,
should be publicly discussed and controlled. Fur-
thermore, hiscoric preservacion has its own histery

and escablished practice, wich mechodologies devel-
oped over the years by the Nacional Trusc for His-
toric Preservacion, the World Monuments Fund,

What's your opiuion? Please send
Your view: on social, polftical, and
pracrice isine 1o:

the Venice Charter, and the Deparument of the in- ARCHITECTURE
verior, 43 well as by local laws and guidelines. 1130 Connectrent Avenne, N,
But che general dissatisfaction expressed by so Swite 625

Wasbington, D.C. 20036
Fax: (202) 828-0825

many of the Cincinnati conference participants
suggests thar furcher study and refincmenc of the
design review process is overdue. More and more
cities and towns in the United Stares will be sec-
ting up legally mandated design review boards.
However, because design guidelines cramp their
disceetion, it is unlikely that these new bosrds will
be excessively encumbered by chem. The lack of
guidelines is tough on architecrs and cwners be-
cause it leaves chem in the dark as to how o get
their projects approved, and forces them to rely

‘subscantially upon the often inconsistent verbal

critiqques they receive during the review process.

Recommendalions for design review

Guidelines properly belong in zoning ordinances,
bur zoning, unfortunately, is devised by lawyers,
rather chan by acchitects or uthan designers. Zon-
ing governs use, densicy, bulk, sethbacks, and
other mathematical concerns, but cannot regulate
the layer of urban design that must be in place
before good architecture ¢an occur, the layer chat
distinguishes the public from the private—swalls,
fences, concerns of light, shadow, and open space.
Zoning is abstract, architecture is visceral. Zon-
ing ordinances withouc adequate urban design
modifications wricten into chem produce a blank
box. Architeceure can ouly put a facade on the
box. Then the public, if negacively aroused by che
project's size and bulk, or even by its scyle, brings
pressure to bear on che design review board to re-
ject it, and the board usually obliges on the
grounds of lack of “appropriateness.”

It is clear, then, that some form of guidelines
must be incorporated into the design review
process, Design review without guidelines will
never bring about the successful public environ-
ments to which citizens have a right. On the other
hand, if design review responds to guidelines that
become so specific as to deny all invention, and call
for the architect to conform to che average of the
average, the public will never get buildings or
places that are wonderful deviations from che com-
monplace, New Yotk City, for example, would
have no Guggenheim Museum, no Chrysler Build-
ing, no Whitney Museum, no Empire State Build-
ing. Purthermore, design review boards, in their

discretion, should not defer to citizen activists every

time. Sometimes, in their conservatism, preserva-
tionists are wrong. After all, the Eiffel Tower was
buile in spite of the Paristans, who at the eime it
was proposed, hated it with all eheir hearts.

(ﬁdmf F. Schmertz

[y W e
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